DOCOMENT RESUME 



ED 094 738 



IE 000 936 



ADTHOR 
TITLE 

INSTITUTION 

SPONS AGENCY 
POB DATE 
NOTE 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



Johnson, Rolland C. ; And Others 

The Columbus Video Access Center: A Research 

Evaluation of Audience and Public Attitudes. 

Indiana Univ. Bloomington. Inst, for Communication 

Research. 

Irwin-Sweeney*Miller Foundation, Columbus, Ind. 

Mar 74 

80p. 

MF-$0.75 HC-$a.20 PLUS POSTAGE 

Attitudes ; ♦Audiences ; *Cable Television; City Wide 
Programs; Comparative Statistics; Field Studies; 
Foundation Programs; Interviews ; Private Financial 
Support; Programing (Broadcast); ; Questionnaires; 
State of the Art Reviews; Television Research; 
♦Television Surveys; ♦Television Viewing 
♦Columbus Video Access Center; Indiana; Public 
Access 



ABSTRACT 

This study was made to ev 
potential of the Columbus Video Access Ce 
with other access organizations operating 
Basic trends, issues and problems now con 
television were related to Columbus, Indi 
collected by: (1) telephone interviews, ( 
subscribers, and (3) 150-in-depth questio 
concluded that: (1) the Columbus VAC appe 
equipment, staff, hours of operation and 
center in a comparable or larger market s 
of the VAC was small and undifferentiated 
will never successfully counter mass appe 
build an audience by selecting a specific 
need, and programing consistently, direct 
future success of VAC depends on communit 



aluate the success and 
nter (VAC) and compare it 

throughout the nation, 
fronting public access 
ana. The survey data were 
2) a diary survey of 
nnaire interviews. The study 
ared superior in facilities, 
funding to any public access 
ituation, (2) the audience 
, (3) a venture such as VAC 
al programing, (4) VAC can 

audience and one audience 
ly to that need, and (5) 
y support. (WCM) ^ 



ERLC 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



CO 

O THE COLUMBUS VIDEO ACCESS CENTER: A RESEARCH EVALUATION 

2 OF AUDIENCE AND PUBLIC ATTITUDES 



Rolland C. Johnson and Donald E. Agostino 
Project Directors 



Kenneth J, Ksobiech 
Research Associate 



With Assistance from 
Robert T. Blau £ind John J. Hanrahan 



•PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS COPY- 
RIGHTED MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 

TO ERit AND ORGANISATIONS OPERATING 
UNDER AGREEMENTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN- 
STITUTE OF EDUCATION FURTHER REPRO- 
DUCTION OUTSIDE THE ERIC SYSTEM RE- 
QUIRES PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT 
OWNER ■ 



Institute for Comnmnication Research 
Department of P.adlo-Televislon 
Indiana University— -Bloomington 

Jferch, 1974 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



us DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH. 
EDUCATION 8. WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTEOF 
EDUCATION 

TH)S DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO 
DUfED LXACTLY AS WE.CEIVlO FROM 
Vhf Pt-PSON OR OR&i^NlZATrON ORIGIN 
ATING >T POINTS VIEW OR OPINIONS 
STATED OO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE 
SENTOf HClAL NATIONAL INSTITUTEOP 
EOUCATiON POSITION OR POLICY 



Prepared for and under a contract from: 
The Irwin-Sweeney-MLller 
Foundation 



^ © Copyright, Institute for Coramunlcatlon Research. 

Pennission for reproduction required from either 
the authors or the Irwln-Sweeney-rfi.ller Founciation 



CLERIC 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

The researchers would like to expressly thank William H* Kroll, 
Acting Chairman of the Department of Radio and Television at Indiana 
Unlverslfy, without whose help this project would not have reached 
fruition. The researchers relied in part on departmental staff and 
departmental financial assistance in order to complete the project. 



ERIC 



V 



■* • 

> 



INTRODUCTION 

Proponents of cable television have long maintained that public 
access is one area in which cable television has vast potential. They have 
argued that cable technology, when properly utilised, can make it possible 
for local citizens to communicate with one another, exchange their views 
more effectively, and participate more completely in the affairs of the com- 
munity. 

Recognizing this potential, the Federal Communications Commission, in 
its 1972 rules for cable television, required all new cable systems in the 
top 100 markets to provide a channel for public access; major market systems 
in existence before VkTch 3^, 1972 were given five years to comply, unless 
they receive FCC certification to "in5)ort" distant signals. Smaller 
communities have two options; (1) stipulate a public access channel as part 
of the franchise agreement; or (2) bargain with the existing cable operator 
for a public access channel. It should be noted that many cable companies 
have fully endorsed the concept of public access and co-operated in its 
development as long as citizen requests remain within reasonable financial 
limits . 

But neither recognizing the potential of cable television nor requir- 
ing systems to make access channels available can make public access tele- 
vision an effective channel for local communication. Problems of audience 
definition, prograimning, training, equipment availability, financing, and 
public relations must be solved before any public access facility can be 
expected to play a significant role in the affairs of a community. It is 
apparent that few groups have been willing to invest the time and effort 
necessary to make public access a viable community force. As a result, both 
the niamber and quality of successful access org€uiizations is limited. 
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Due to the concern of interested citizens, the co-operation of the 
local cable company, the financial support of the Irwin-Sweeney-MLller Foun- 
dation, and the diligent efforts of its staff, the Video Access Center (VAC) 
in Colmbus, Indiana can be counted as one of the few places in tho country 
where the concept and reality of public access television have been success- 
fully brought together. For nearly two years, the VAC has sought to "de- 
mythify" tele-vision j to develop better communication in Columbus; to demon- 
strate both the feasibility and the desirability of public access; and to 
create a model for community involvement with television that would be trans- 
portable statewide and nationwide* 

Recently, with the co-operative support of both the Irwin-Sweeney- 
Miller Foundation staff and the director of the Video Access Center, this 
team of researchers, under difficult time constradnts, undertook a compre- 
hensive study to determine the effectiveness of the Comumbus VAC and compare 
it with other access organizations operating tliroughout the nation. In 
general, the study sought to answer the following questions: 

(1 ) How does the Columbus VAC compare with other public access 
facilities? 

(2) What are the relative costs of VAC programming? 

(3) What type and how much of an audience does VAC have? 

(4) What are the attitudes of Coliambus residents toward the concept . 
of public access television in general and VAC television in 
particular? 

This report is the product of the investigation which vas begun in 
February, 1974.. Chapter 1 provides descriptive, con5)arative data against 
which the funding, programming and admiiii strati on of the Columbus Video 
Access Center can be evalxaated. Chapter 2 presents a quantitative analysis 
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of television viewing patterns in Columbus with special emphasis on VAC 
viewing. Chapter 3 provides detailed data, based on 150 in-depth interviews, 
on the attitudes of Columbus residents toward public access television and 
the VAC. 

From the outset, it shctild be noted that this study did not attempt 
to place value judgments on the programming, administration, or wisdom of 
funding VAC. It merely sought to summarize the basic trends, issues and 
problems now confronting public access television on a nationwide basis 
and relate those concerns to the situation existing in Colxambus, Indiana. 
This report does not describe the programming, funding, or administration 
of the VAC, but focuses on the reactions of Col\imbus residents to the con- 
cept, programming and operation of the VAC. No other access facility 
known to the writers has been evaluated more thoroughly. 
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CHAPTER 1 

PUBLIC ACCESS TELEVISION: THE CURRENT SITUATION 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a general picture of public 
access television as it exists across the United States, Specifi^cally, it 
is meant to provide ba^ic information on funding, programming, staff, facili- 
ties and cost against which the efforts of the Columbus Video Access Center 
can be mveasured. 

Procedure 

From the beginning, it was assumed that VAC was among the most devel- 
oped public access organizations in the country. Consequently, comparative 
data was not gathered from any of the following; (1) the multitude of small, 
unfunded, disorganized, beginning access projectsj (2) independent production 
groups such as Global Village and Raindance which have no direct allegiance 
to the success of public access in a given community; and (3) access cen- 
ters such as those in Denver and Washington, D. C. which currently have no 
relationship to cable television because cable service does not yet exist 
in their communities. All of these projects, valuable as they might be, 
were deemed inappropriate as sources of comparative data on which to judge 
the Columbus VAC. 

Rather than selecting a sample of any type, the researchers proceeded 
by developing a list of major public access projects currently in operation 
across the country. By definition, projects which were utilized as the 
source of data for this analysis satisfied the following criteria: (1) 
all were mentioned and discussed in the public access literature; (2) all 
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were suggested by one or more of the "project directors" contacted dixring 
this survey J and (3) all were known to be producing and disseminating pro- 
gramming. 

While it is true that other access projects in operation at this time 
might provide additionaD insight, the researc^iers are reasonably confident 
that the access projects currently under way in the following cities provided 
an adequate and appropriate source of descriptive data from which useful com- 
parisons might be drawn: 



(1 
(2 
(3 
(4 
(5 
(6 
(7 
(3 
(9 
(10 



New York, New York 
Bakersf ield , California 
Arm Arbor, Jfi-chigan 
East Lansing, iMlchigan 
Lawrence, Kansas 
Akron, Ohio 
DeKalb, Illinois 
Aspen, Colorado 
Reading, Pennsylvania 
Casper, VJyoming 



By means of telephone interview (10-15 minutes in length), supplementary 
information available in pamphlets, newsletters and periodic publications 
such as Urban Telecommunications Forum « and thorough reviews of reports 
such as The Wire Island : The First 2 Years of Public Access to Cable Tele- 
vision in Manhattan and A Story About People (a report on access television 
in Reading, Pennsylvania), the following descriptive information was gatheied 
from each system. 



(1 

(2 
(3 
iA 
(5 
(6 
(7 
(8 
(9 
(10 



length of operation 

background and structure of organization 

available equipment 

amount and type of programming 

soTirce of original funding 

current operating budget 

audience reaction 

staff 

major problem areas 

immediate and long-range objectives 
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The following descriptive analysis was constructed on the basis of 
the data gathered from the survey of selected access centers and supplement- 
ary literature. For purposes of both clarity and organization, the writers 
have chosen to present the data in narrative rather than tabular form. 
Hopefully, this method of presentation will provide greater insight into 
the data by maximizing the opportiuiity for interpretive comment in areas 
where the fl^aidity of the situation or the uniqueness of the concern make 
such comment mandatory. 



Results 



Initiation and Development of Access Activity . The initial develop- 
ment of public access capability in every community contacted was dependent 
on two factors: (1) the existence of a small group of television enthusi- 
asts who wanted to make the concept of public access television a local 
reality, and (2) the availability of technical expertise and financial as- 
sistance. Four types of group or organization have provided such support. 

(a) "Facilitator" groups such as the Alternate Media 
Center and Open Channel have chosen to minimize 
their support of program production while maxi- 
mizing their efforts in areas such as personnel 
training, information dissemination, and technical 
assistance. Access centers in DeKalb, Reading, 
Orlando and Bakersfield have been direct benefi- 
ciaries of this policy. Other centers in Colum- 
bus, Indiana and Cape ^fay, New Jersey have con- 
sulted with the Alternate ffedia Center. In the 
typical situation, such as Reading, the local cable 
companies (Berks TV Cable Co. and the American 
Television and Communications Corporation) and the 
Alternate Media Center agreed to share the expenses 
incurred in initiating the access project.^ 

(b) Major CATV corporations and local cable companies 
have decided to make "public access" something "-more 
than a legal responsibility. In cities such as New 
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York, Ann Arbor (^^ich.) and Reading (Pa.), the 
cable operators have given both equipment and fxrnds 
far beyond the required legal effort*, In some 
instances, cable company personnel have played a 
significant role in the initiation of public access 
activity, 

(c) Organizations such as the John and Ifery Itokle 
Foundation, the Noble Foundation, and the Irwin- 
Sweeney-J&ller Foundation have taken an active 
interest in access development. I^ny of the 
so-called "facilitator" groups and several aocess 
projects are in existence because of foundation 
support. 

(d) Governmental Tinits at the city, county, state, and 
federal levels have assisted by utilizing monies 
from revenue sharing, franchise fees, special bonds, 
or the general fund. The Video Reference Service 

in Casper, VJyomlng is a product of county financing; 
the \^AC in Columbus has received help from the 
Indiana State Arts Commission; and the Fund for 
the City of New York has granted the La Guardia 
. ' VAC money to defray the cost of salaries and rent 
during its first year. 2 

Although each access organization must deal with unique problems during its 
development, two distinct problem areas typically appear: (1) method of 
program dissemination, and (2) permanent funding. 

l^THOD OF PROGRAl^ DISSEMNATION. As one examines the various methods 
of public access program distribution now being utilized, it is apparent 
that the existence of public access programming does not yet mean the ex- 
istence of a public access channel. In communities such as Lawrence and 
Aspen, access programs are distributed on local origination channels; in 
other areas such as DeKalb, access programming must share a channel with 
other users such as an educational institution, a school corporation, or a 
governmental agency. 
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As a direct result of these unusml distribution methods, it has 
been difficult for public access television to develop an identity of .its 
own; local citizens typically confuse the concepts of local cable program- 
ming and public access. 

Perhaps a second potential result of these situations is even more 
serious. Control of programs telecast on the local origination chajinel 
rests solely with the cable operatori he caii choose to broadcast whatever 
material he deems appropriate. In contrast, programs aired on the public 
access channel cannot be directly controlled by the cable operator and are 
subject only to the basic access restrictions developed by the FCC. Although 
the number of "control" disputes which have developed thus far is minimal, 
the possibility for conflict is readily apparent.^ 

Although the evidence gathered in this investigation is far from 
conclusive, it does appear that local groups, when assisted by experienced 
personnel from "facilitator" groups or foundations, are more successful in 
securing a designated access chaxinel. Local groups, without the benefit 
of outside assistance, have often been given "time on the origination 
channel" by the cable operator. 

PERMANENT FUNDING. This survey also suggested, in a fairly defini- 
tive fashion, that public access facilities must begin to develop some 
long-range permanent source of funding. It is already apparent that cable 
companies, foundations, and "facilitator" groups that have borne the burden 
of financial support in recent years cannot and will not sustain the access 
movement for a long period of time. A few examples: 

(1 ) Cable company support for the access center in 
DeKalb has just been withdrawn; 
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(2) Personnel assigned to access programming In Akron 
have been terminated and those functions "incorpor- 
ated" into the programming director's job; 

(3) Producers of public access programming such as 
Videofreex, Ralndance and Global Village have been 
told that "facilitator" groups and foundations will no 
longer devote major portions of their access money 

to this type of project. 

In the immediate future, access centers in financial trouble 
have turned to local governmental units for support; more particularly, they 
have asked for part of the annual franchise fee. As long as these requests 
have simplj' asked the franchising agent (e.g., the city council) to assign 
part of the franchise money, cable operators have not objected. However, 
in situations where centers have proposed an additional tax (beyond the 
franchise fee) on cable revenue for the support of public access television, 
the objections of cable operators have been loud and clear. They have 
effectively argued that they are being asked to subsidize an activity which 
the community must underwrite if it is to survive. In Santa Cruz, Califor- 
nia, the City Council has refused to amend its cable ordinance to provide 
for the assignment of an additional 256 of the cable system's revenue to the 
funding of a non-profit corporation responsible for public access television.^ 

In the long run, the overwhelming majority of cable executives, a 
substantial number of governmental agencies, and. some advocates of the 
public access movement seem to agree that permanent funding can only come 
from the users and viewers of public access television. Thus far, citizen 
donations and user fees have accounted for only a small percentage of the 
revenue needed to finance public access facilities; in the future, these 
sources must bear a significant share of the financial burden* With this 
realization in mind, public access advocates in New York City have recently 
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recommended that a self-sustaining access center be opened on a trial basis 

in order to gather data on how such an operation might work. 5 To quote 

directly from tho conclusions ond recommendations of the recent summary 

report on public access to cable television in Msuihattan: 

"Finally, viewers shouJ.d help fund PA through contributions 
and volimteer work. If PA is to belong to the people, it 
must receive more than passive support from them."^ 

Equipment . This is the only area in which there is virtually unani- 
mous agreement among the respondents. All of the access centers contacted, 
with the exception of the Video Reference Center in Casper, Wyoming, relied 
heavily on the use of portapak equipment. On the average, the typical 
"plant" either owned or had the use of 3-5 portapak units. Two problems 
continually occurred: (1) at least one, and often two, of the machines 
were out of service; and (2) there was great difficulty in maintaining an 
adeqtiate supply of videotape. 

A second area of consensus was the need for a public access studio 
if large amounts of programming are to be produced by the center. Those 
who had a studio reported that it usually accounted for over one-half of the 
programming produced; those who didn't have a studio clearly believed that 
this deficiency was directly responsible for the low amount of program 
production In their communities. Perhaps the most dramatic example of 
studio importance was reported in New York City where the new 125th Street 
Studio of Teleprompter accounted for more than 60% (328 hours) of the 
original access programming produced between December, 1972 and January, 
1973; this pattern has since continued.''' 

From all the estimates provided and supplementary publications as 
well, it would appear that ^15,000 to !|30,000 worth of equipment is needed 




for an adequate production facility. Sterling I^nhattan provided between 
$15,000 and H^18,000 worth of half -inch videotape equipment for the La 
Guardia VAC in New York City; Michigan Cable TV provided nearly $30,000 
worth of gear for the Ann Arbor Access Center 5 and National Cable Company 
has purchased equipment valued at ;ii;40,000 for its new facility in East 
Lansing, For comparative purposes, the average estimated capital expendi- 
ture needed to initiate a new public, non-commercial station is Jjjl ,500,000.9 

The fluctuation in equipment cost is directly related to the quantity 
and type of the gear selected. The 125th Street studio equipped by Tele- 
proT.ipter with a black-and-white, one-inch stationary camera and its affi],- 
iated studio apparatus costs $20, 000 j 10 the La Guardia VAC equipment (4. 
portapaks, 3 editing decks, and a special effects generator) is valued at 
(pi 5^ 000 J ^ Any combination facility with both studio and remote capability 
would cost considerably more. 

Although the above estimates are reasonably accurate and provide 
for a well-equipped facility, it should also be noted that other access 
centers have done a great deal with far less capital expenditure. Using 
imagination, ingenuity, spare parts, and a lot of volunteered time, various 
centers have managed to assemble an adequate technical facility at far 
less cost* 

Programming ,. VJhen access directors surveyed for this study were 
asked how many hoTirs of programming woi:^d be cablecast diiring an average 
week, the responses ranged from a low of 3-4- hours per week in Lawrence and 
Akron to a high of 135 hours in New York City on the Teleprompter access 
channel. The majority averaged from 15-30 hours per week. 
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It Is difficult to interpret this data when one recognizes the 
following limiting factors: 

(1 ) the access center in DeKalb must "share" its channel 
with others I 

(2) the Video Reference Service in Casper, V/yoming operates 
at the request of a viewer; 

(3) access prograniming in Lawrence and Aspen must be approved 
by the local cable operator because it is disseminated on 
the local origination channel; 

(4.) All centers have a substantial backlog of programming 
which has never been "titled" or "edited" into final 
form for "on the air" use. 

While there is no doubt that use of the access center and its equipment 

for programs which are never disseminated is perfectly legitimate, this 

substantial activity is simply not reflected in the data gathered. 

It was interesting to note that every access center considered its 

programming to be unique | each project director or co-ordinator claimed 

his shows were geared to the interests of the local area. And yet, when 

asked to describe those efforts, most respondents eniamerated the same 

basic programming types: 

(1) Entertainment/Talk Shows interviews; mini "Tonight" shows; 

country-western music; local humorists; etc. 

(2) Video "Art" Prograiiis e^eriments in video; programs in 

"process"; programs in which artists try to utilize the 
medium to communicate or portray abstract ideas. 

(3) Community Information Shows — panel discussions on local 
issues; shopping tips; weather; local history; etc. 

iU) Educational Series programs on cooking, gardening, 

psychiatry, travel, and the like. 

(5) Miscellaneous a series of "street" intervj.ews; children 

"playing" in the park; an original "animal" drama; etc. 

All of these efforts were produced by the three basic types of 

program "producer" involved in public access television. The first is the 
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established video production group such as Raindance, Global Village, or 
Videofreex. Basically, their efforts are evident in large, urban areas and 
generally do not pertain to local community issues; access centers in the 
smaller cities have minimal contact with program producers of this type. 
Parenthetically, as foundation support diminishes over the ne^ct ten years, 
it appears that the number of specicilized video production groups will 
also diminish. 

The second type of "producer," and perhaps the most important thus 
far in the smaller areas, is the local community group such as the League 
of Women Voters, the Fraternal Order of Police, the local chapter of the 
National Organization of VIomen, the Vietnam Veterans Agadnst the War, etc. 
These groups often produce programs to: (1) communicate with their own 
members, or (2) bring their point of view on a particular issue to the 
community. The number of such local groups involved in public access 
activity appears to be rapidly increasing. 

The third type of "producer" is the individ\ial or "ad hoc" organiza- 
tion of several individuals for whom public access represents the oppor- 
tunity to say what they think and why on nearly any topic. Although this 
type of producer has not yet become a dominant force, the long-range growth 
and well-being of public access television is dependent on users of this 
type. If public access is to become a vehicle for information exchange 
and diversity of opinion, it must generate considerable enthusiasm among 
the individuals of a community. 

Operating Costs . 

ANNUAL BUDGET. It is difficult to determine the average annual 
operating budget of the typical access center when one realizes that some 
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facilities are completely financed within existing cable firms, and no 
specific dollar figure is allocated to public access (Lavrence)j others are 
being implemented with cable corporations and "facilitator" groups sharing 
expenses (Reading) J and still o-^hers are supported by money received from 
both cable companies and local governmental units (La Guardia VAC). 

In this study, the annual operating budgets reported by the respon- 
dents raaiged from a low of si>l2,000 per year in both DeKalb and Ann Arbor 
to a high of approximately 065,000 in New York by Teleprompter. For com- 
parative purposes^ the total operating expense of the typical commercial 
television station is estimated at ^1,446,500,^2 estimated operating 

expense for a non-commercial station is ^690,000 per year,''^ The average 
budget for a public access center appears to be $15,000 to $25jOOO, 
Expenses typically covered incliide staff salaries, space rental, telephone, 
utilities, and insurance. 

It should be noted that the average operating budget cb<3erved in 
this study is a fionction of two factors: (1) the location of the access 
centers, and (2) the minimal staff being employed at the present time by 
those centers. Fhe first factor is illustrated by the fact that the La 
Guardia VAC in New York has found a s^20,000 operating budget to be inade- 
quate while project directors in both Ann Arbor and DeKalb would be ecstatic 
with such a figure. The second factor simply testifies to the immense 
contribution being made to the public access movement by volunteers. As 
public access activity increases in the years to come, the size of the staff 
must also increase. If that is to occur, operating budgets must become 
larger. 



PROGRAM COSTS, Perhaps even more meaningful than the annual opera- 
ting budget or the necessary capital expenditures wotild be accurate data 
on the cost per hour of programming produced. In this regard, data is 
scarce. Most centers do not keep records of equipment utilization for 
the purpose of cost accounting! many do not record the number of studio 
hours given to a particular project j and the great majority simply pass 
out videotape to users without any real concern for how much or how often 
until the supply has substantially diminished. These loose operating 
procedures have probably evolved from a basic desire to keep public access 
'^open to the people" and minimize the "administrative hassle" involved in 
utilizing the facilities or equipment. 

Eventually, however, as foundation support diminishes and "facili- 
tator" groups are forced to choose among a myriad of potential projects, 
cost accounting will become a reality. Already, production groups based 
in New York City have begun to estimate their hourly production costs. 
Incorporating both salaries and administrative overhead into its figures. 
Open Channel estimates production costs at iip1,000 per hour; the Videofreex 
estimate about $200 per hour and Experiments in Art and Technology assumes 
an average cost of per hour.'' 5 Even these figures which pertain to 

relatively expensive access productions are minimal when compared to net- 
work programs such as Ironside and Hawaii Five-0 which cost ^$250,000 per 
hour. 16 Commercial networks can afford this type of expense in view of the 
fact that advertisers rt.re willing to pay substantial sums for spot announce- 
ments in popular prograiMing. For example, the asking price for a spot 
announcement in All In the Family during the 1973-74. season was $125,000; 
the asking price for a spot during the Super Bowl game was 5225>000. 
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The only certainty at this time is that public access programming is 
significantly less expensive than commercial or public broadcasting. While 
the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) spends over $45,000 per hour of pro- 
gramming produced for national distribution, public access groups can pro* 
duce a simple talk/information show for $25 to $50. While commercial 
stations must pay over $300 for a one-hour videotape, access organizations 
pay $25 to $30. While commercial stations figure a cost of $150 to $200 
per hour for studio operation, Teleprompter has computed its cost for the 
12:5th Street Studio at $50 to $100 per hour,^^ 

In the final analysis, accurate figures on program cost will only 
become available when administrators begin to record and analyze the cost 
of studio operation, the cost of portapak operation including maintenance, 
the cost per hour of original and repeat programming, and so on. As the 
situation now stands, most groups keep only a small amount of data; some 
record nothing. 

Staff. Ignoring the complexities of staff assignment in New York 
City because of the existence of multiple access centers and numerous 
"facilitator" groups, this study found that most access facilities had 
1-2 full-time personnel with perhaps 1-2 part-time people. In every case ^ 
volunteers, numbering anywhere from 15 to 100, were responsible for many of 
the activities in which the center was involved. 

As expected, the interviews conducted indicated that everyone felt 
justified in requesting additional help. Access centers that had one full- 
time administrator reported that they needed another full-time person; 
facilities which already had two people saw the need for a third; and so 
on. In short, those who have, want more; those who do not have, want to 
catch up. 
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Audience Reaction . With the exceptions of New York and Columbus, 
there has been little attempt to assess viewer reaction to access program- 
ming in any formal manner. MDSt project directors raaintedn that they do 
not have the time or money required for such an effort. 

What has occurred on a frequent basis is some type of infoiTnal 
gathering of data. Facilities in Ann Arbor and DeKalb have asked viewers 
to telephone the center with their coiiaments; centers in East Lansing and 
Reading have received numerous letters complimenting the center on its 
efforts. Perhaps most often, access facilities have noted the favorable 
word-of -mouth comments made throughout the community by individuals and 
organizations which have utilized the equipment. These informal methods, 
by their very nature, cannot provide a representative cross-section of view- 
er reaction to public access television. 

It was particularly interesting to note the differences in perception 
between access center directors an5, cable company personnel with respect to 
audience reaction. In every case, access center directors reported an 
enthusiastic but limited audience reaction to their programs. In contrast, 
cable company personnel working with access activities in communities such 
as Lawrence and Akron reported "mild interest" at best and, upon occasion, 
total boredom with the programming being presented. This difference can 
probably be attributed to philosophical disagreement on the size, interest, 
and enthusiasm of an "adequate" audience, 

X-Jhile no one can legitimately expect access programming to compete 
effectively for the mass ai^dience in any community, it will be necessary for 
public access television to become much more concerned about building and 
maintaining its target audience in the immediate future. In this regard. 
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access facilities reported their awareness of the need for the following 
important steps; 

(1 ) promotional materials for the access center must be prepared 
and disseminated throughout the coramunityj 

(2) program schedules must be published in the newspaper and 
then adhered to by the access facility; 

(3) questionnaires must be administered periodically to 
measure viewer reaction; 

(4.) groups utilizing public access television must be 
encouraged to promote their programs by direct mail, 
posters, phone calls and emnouncements at meetings* 

In the end, the access center itself benefits from activities of this 

type. As people become more aware of its activities, as people learn more 

about its programs, the likelihood of their active involvement in community 

affairs increases. 

Overview . From this analysis, it is readily apparent that there is 

common agreement on both the common problems and the immediate objectives 

of public access television in the United States. The list of problem areas 

entmierated by access coordinators in both large and small facilities is 

remarkably similar; 



(1 
(2 
(3 
U 
(5 
(6 
(7 
(8 
(9 



Insxifficient funding 

Lack of staff 

Lack of equipment 

Ifaintenance of equipment 

Access to "studio" facilities 

Public relations with the community 

Promotional efforts for access programs 

Lack of citizen participation 

Need for improved technical quality 



As a consequence of this unanimity, there is also considerable agree- 
ment on the immediate objectives of public access television. First, access 
directors would like to find some reasonably permanent source of funding; 
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the continuing struggle to survive financially, in their opinions, consumes 
time which could be more valuably utilized in other areas. Second, advo- 
cates of public access would like to overcome the psychological hesitancy 
which they believe "inhibits" citizen participation; in their view, many 
people do not become involved in public access because they somehow fear 
comparison of their efforts with network programming. Third, project 
directors would like to achieve greater interaction between the access 
center and the local community; in this regard, they feel the need to have 
an identity of their own which projects public access television into 
the center of community affairs. 

The current situation in access television is undoubtedly responsible 
for the general belief that "more" of everything (equipment, staff, video- 
tape, public relations, and so on) will vastly improve both the quantity 
and quality of programming produced. Given the time to promote their ef- 
forts, improve community relations, and interact with local groups, access 
leaders believe that they can succeed. 

The difficulty confronting access television is that "more" of every- 
thing seems to be impossible. Cable operators throughout the nation are 
now experiencing severe financial difficulty; governmental agencies are 
limited in the degree to which they can help; foundations cannot be expected 
to bear a major portion of the cost on a permanent basis. As a result, at 
a time when most groups want and need Increased assistance in the areas 
of personnel and facilities, the financial support available from cable 
corporations, "facilitator" groups, governmental agencies, and foundations 
is being curtailed. In the final analysis, the success or failure of any 
particular access project is dependent on the degree to which it has been 



accepted as an integral part of the comiuunity in which it exists; that 
acceptance should be the "key" to the necessary financial support. 
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CHAPTER 2 

TELEVISION VIEWING BY COLUMBUS CABLE SUBSCRIBERS 



Procedure 

The Diary , The audience of all television programming in Columbus 
was measured by a diary survey of subscribers to the Columbus Cablevision 
Company. The diary is a booklet in which respondents were asked to report 
each instance of television viewing by any member of the household during 
the survey week of Friday, February 8th, through Thursday, February Hth. 
The instructions provided with the diary asked that respondents list the 
day, time, channel number, program title, age and sex of viewers of each 
television program watched on the principal television set connected to 
the cable service. Viewing by casual guests was not recorded. Sample 
listings were included in the diary, and a toll-free number was given for 
those with any questions. 

Placement of Survey Diaries , Households were chosen by random from 
the current subscription list of the Columbus Cablevision Company. Every 
cable subscriber had an equal chance of being selected. Trained interview- 
ers contacted by phone the 475 households selected on February 2nd and 4th, 
asking the respondent's cooperation in accepting a diary for listing of the 
family's television viewing. Interviewers identified themselves as from 
the Communications Research Program at Indiana University, who were current- 
ly studying how people in Columbus use television. The interviewers asked 
if the interviewee's household was connected to the cable service, and, 
if so, the respondent's cooperation in accepting and filling out a diary 
vjas solicited. A cash incentive of 50 cents was promised to those who 



would return a completed diaiy. 

The researchers had predicted that eighty percent of those contacted 
would agree to participate. The actual rate of acceptance was 82 percent 
of those contacted. Diaries were mailed from Columbus on Febniary 6th to 
the 4.00 households who had agreed to participate. 

Individual cable subscribers living in Williamsburg Village apart- 
ments and Triangle and Candlelight trailer parks were not listed in the 
cable subscription files.. Twenty-five diaries were randomly distributed 
in person to residents of these areas on February 6th, An introduction and 
appeal similar to the phone message was used to gain cooperation. 

Two diaries were returned by the postal rervice as undeliverable , 
One diary was returned by the addressee who had decided not to participate 
in the study. The researchers received only three phone inquiries from 
recipients of diaries. All were minor problems quickly clarified. 

Rate of Diary Return , It was predicted that 75 percent of the dia.- 
riec placed would be rettimed at the end of the survey period. Of the 4-22 
diaries actually placed, 306 were retunied for a return rate of 72 percait. 
(Diaries were still being returned as this report was being written.) Twelve 
of these diaries were unusable because of insufficient data or failure 
to follow directions. From the usable diaries, a sub-sample of 200 was 
randomly chosen. These diaries recording the viewing of 200 households 
provided the sample of the television viewing of the ftill population of 
34.67 families served by Columbus Cablevision, and are hereafter referred 
to as the diary sample. 

V alidity of Generalizing from Sample , The size of sample and over- 
all population determine the validity and accuracy of inferences made about 



the characteristics of the population based on study of the characteristics 
of the sample. Given a sample size, precision is determined by the for- 



mula; 



1 



where T = 



PC = 



2 ^ PC (100-PC) 
^ ^ Ns 

the tolerance or precision of estimates. The dis- 
crepancy between estimates of the population based on 
diary sample and results of survey of all cable 
subscribers 

the preliminary estimate of variation in the pop- 
ulation. Based on the most recent study of mass 
television audience viewing behavior^ a conserva- 
tive preliminary estimate of variance of 85 was 
used. That is, viewing of about 15 percent of 
television viewers varies from overall viewing 
patterns. 

the number of standard error units which are found 
from a normal probability table to correspond to 
required probability. Probability is the degree 
of assurance that estimates of the population 
are within the precision range, T. 



Ng = sample size. 

Utilizing the formula: 

85 (100-85) 1.96^ 
- 200 



1275 (3.8^16) 
200 



= 24.4902 



T = 4.94 

Thus the error range is below 5 percent, which is below requirexnents 
of normal predictability for this type of study. Predictions based on the 
diary sample will be within ±4*9 percent of the actual population of all 
Columbus cable subscribers 95 out of 100 times. 

Preparation of the Data Base . Diary entries were transferred by 
coders to IBM coding forms. All diary information was coded at face value. 
If a CBS show was reported by the diary family as viewed on Channel 6, for 
instance, the viewing instance was recorded as reported. A viewing instance 
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is the reported viewing of one person watching one program for one-half 
hour. If three persons watched a program together, each person's viewing 
is coded, giving three separate viewing instances. 

The information coded for each viewing instance was the day of the 
week, the time of day, the channel number and type of program viewed, and 
the age and sex of the viewer. 

AGE. For the purpose of some analyses, age was also grouped into the 

following categories often used in television audience studies: 

GROUP EARS INCLUDii.D 

Children 2 through 11 years of age 

Teens 12 through 17 years of age 

13 thru 34 18 through 34 years of age 

35 thru 49 35 through 49 years of age 

50 thru 65 50 through 65 years of age 

Over 65 66 years of age and older 

TII^. Time was measured in half-hour segments from six a.m. through 

1 :30 a.m. the following morning. For the purpose of further analysis, time 

was also studied in day parts, groups of half -hour segments reflecting 

general distinctions in the television programming day. These time divisions 

were : 

PERIOD HOURS INCLUDED 

Morning 6:00 through 10s 59. a.m. 

Iloon 11:00 a.m. through 12:59 p.n. 

Afternoon 1:00 p.m. through 4J59 P«ni. 

Evening 5:00 p.m. through 6:59 p.ni. 

Might 7; 00 p.m. through 10:29 p.m. 

Late Night 10:30 p.m. through 1:30 a.m. 

CHAWIffiL. Channel nambers were reported and coded according to the 

dial position on which they were modulated by Colmbus Cablevision. They • 

were: 
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CABLE CHANNEL 
NUMBER 



STATION CALL 
LETTERS 



STATION CHANNEL 
NUIffiER 



2 
3 
5 
6 
3 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 



WRTV (NBC) 
WISH (CBS) 
WGN 



WTTV 

WAVE (NBC) 



WLKY (ABC) 

WHAS (CBS) 

WTIU (PBS) 

WLWI (ABC) 



Video Access Center 



4 

3 
5 
6 
S 
9 
32 
11 
30 
13 



PROGRAM TYPE. All progrsjns were grouped into ten general types for 
piirposes of analysis. The particular program viewed was judged on the basis 
of the series. Though a particular episode of Daniel Boone , for instance, 
may appropriately be categorized as comedy or drama, the viewing instance 
would be coded as adventiire, the category for Westerns which is the genre 
of the series. The following program categories were used: 

1) News and Information. Including, for example, local and national 
news reports; nevjs essays sUch as 60 Minutes ; programs with a basic news 
format such as Today ; programs of general scientific or documentary struc- 
ture such as Jacques Cousteau. IJild ICLngdom , Nova, and Other People. Other 
Places . 

2) Game. Including, for example, celebrity-quiz shows such as 
Hollywood Sqviares and What's My Line ; give-away shows such as Let's ^fake 
A Deal . 

3) Drama. Examples would be theatre such as l^sterpiece Theatre ; 
soap operas such as Days of Our Lives ; serials of genera], dramatic struc- 
ture such as The Waltons . Ifercus Welby. M.D. and Medical Center . 

4) AdventTire. For instance, detective such as Columbo ; suspense 
such as Might Gallery ; police such as Chopper One and Dragnet ; Westerns 
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such as Big Valley , 

5) Situation Comedy. Such programs as I^ude, Gomer Pyle, USMC , 
Andy Griffith , Beverly Hillbillies , and Lucy , 

6) Movies. For example, old films, late-night movies and made-for- 
television films presented in formats such as Wednesday Mpvie of the Week , 

7) Sports, Some examples would be games, sporting anthologies, 
sports commentary and review, and sports-related programs such as American 
Sportsman , 

8) Iteic-Variety-Talk. Including, for instance, musical shows such 
as Lawrence Welk and American Bandstand s variety format shows such as 
Heej^Haw, Sonny & Cher .and Carol Burnett ; talk shows such as Phil Donahue , 
I^rv Griffin , the Tonight Show and Indy Today . 

9) Children's. Examples would be instructional shows such as 
Sesame Street , Hodgepodge Lodge ; all cartoons? serials for children such as 
Sargeant Preston of the Yukon , Sea Monsters , and Captain Kangaroo , 

10) Other. Including all religious shows such as Gamer Ted Arm- 
strong and Faith for Today ; shows which do not fit clearly into any other 
category such as Firing Line , Jack LaLarine s viewing for which no program 
title was given or for which no type was evident. Because many of Channel 
5's prograDis do not fit the ra.ther stereotyped categories of most television, 
much of the viewing of Channel 5 was coded in this category. 

Data was then punched on IBM cards for computer analysis. All miss- 
ing observations and punching errors were removed from the data base at 
this time. Analysis was completed using library programs and the Control 
Data Corporation 6600 computer of Indiana University. The predetermined 
.05 level of confidence was used in all statistical measures. 
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Results of Viewing Survey 



Day and Time , The 26,336 instances of television viewing reported 
by the homes of the diary sample distributed evenly during the weekday period 
of MDnday through Thursday. Viewing is about four percent higher for the 
days of Friday, Saturday and Sunday. Table 1 presents distribution of all 
viewing by days of the survey week. Viewing of the Columbus cable audience 
distributed across time in a pattern similar to that reported in studies 
of the national television audience. Viewing was generally light during 
the morning hoiars, increased slightly in the early afternoon and more quick- 
ly after school hours. Viewing peaked sharply diu^ing early prime time 
during which hours about half the total viewing occurred. Viewing diminished 
rapidly during the late-night hours. Table 2 presents viewing distribution 
by half -hour segments across the seven days of the smrvey week. Table 3 
presents viewing distribution by day parts. 

Viewers . In the survey portion of the study, sex and age of the 
viewer were analyzed as attributed to the viewing instance rather than to 
individual subjects. Distribution of all viewing instances by sex of the 
viewer indicates that 55.-4 percent (14,600 instances) of all viewing was by 
females; 43.8 percent (11,548 instances) was by males. In 207 viewing 
instances (0.3 percent), the sex of the viewer was not reported. 

The age of viewers surveyed ranged from two to 86 years. The distri- 
bution of viewing by age of viewer is presented by years of age in Table 
4 and by age groups in Table 5* One-and-one-half percent of all viewing 
was by persons who did not report their age. 

The most popular programming category was movies with 20.2 percent 
of the total amount of television watched. The six categories of News-In- 
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TABLE 1 



DISTRIBUTION OF VIEWING BY DAY OF THE WEEK 



Day 



Frequency and Percentage of Total 



Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 



(4,217) 16.0% 

ik^^k'k'ic'k'ic'k 'A"Af 'A"*<fe 'A"'/c «V A'lfc "Aifcifc^'A* 'Ar/f 'A' A'^fc 'A' «fe <fc 'A"/? ife 

(3500) 13.3% 
(3,228) 12.3% 



(3,130) 11.9% 



(3,416) 13.0% 

X VvX X W X A /tf 7? VwT 7v TV W n TV X Vv A n <»T A A A A VC A WVv JCTTn 7v VvTv ^ A iv 7C X A 

(4,219) 16.0% 



/\ w\ /\ #\ #V A /\ rV rV 7% A *» /V ^ o #» #V ^ r 

(4,623) 17.6% 



Total: 26,333 valid observations. 
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TABLE 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF VIEWING BY DAY PARTS 



Time Period 


Frequency and Percentage of Total 


Morning 


-«-->--«--■- ■ »- .«..«. « ■ 

TTfCKTCYCrC 7C7C7CX9C7CW 






(2,693) 


10.27. 




. Noon 


#v Art Vv A A 71 W 








(1,681) 


6.47. 




Afternoon 


A A A A A W X /fTV A n /% #% /v A Hf W A H A 






(4,515) 


17.17. 




Evening 








Night 


(4,173) 15.8% 




XTCXWwWXXKXTrjrXWwKK A A All A A A A A 

(11,437) 43.4% 


AAAAAAAAAAXAAAAAAa#i/«#\««#«'««« 


Late-Night 


********* 






(1,835) 


7.07. 





Total: 26,334 valid observations. 
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TABLE 4 



DISTRIBUTION OF VIEWING BY AGE OF VIEWER 



Age In Years 


Percentage Cumulative 
of Total Percentage 


Percentage 
Age In Years of Total 


ViUluu X a u J. vc 


Not given 


1.5 


1.5 


37 


2.0 




2 


1.4 


2.9 


38 


.6 


oZ .9 


3 


2.7 


5.6 


39 


1.1 


OH.O 


4 


4.1 


9.8 


40 


.3 


64,3 


5 


1.7 


11.5 


41 


2.3 


DO. 5 


6 


1.8 


13.2 


42 


1.3 


o7.o 


7 


1.9 


15.1 


43 


1.7 




8 


2.5 


17.6 


44 


.9 




9 


1.7 


19.3 


45 


.5 


in o 


10 


1.9 


21.1 


46 


1.8 


11 •! 


11 


2.4 


23.5 


47 


1.0 


1 ^•1 


12 


2.2 


25.7 


48 


1.2 




13 


1.7 


27.5 


49 


1.9 


lCs. Q 


14 


1.2 


28.7 


50 


.8 


/ / • i 


15 


2.0 


30.7 


51 


2.4 


oU • 1 


16 


1.3 


32.0 


52 


.9 


fli A 


17 


• 5 


32.5 


53 


1.0 


fl O A 


18 


.5 


33.0 


54 


1.4 




19 


.3 


33.3 


56 


.6 


QA A 


20 


.5 


33.8 


57 


2.5 


OO • D 


21 


. J 




58 


1.3 


R7 ft 


22 


.4 


34.4 


59 


1.4 




23 


2.3 


36.7 


60 


2.1 


91.3 


24 


2.0 


38.7 


61 


1.3 


92.7 


25 


1.6 


40.4 


62 


1.3 


93.9 


26 


.8 


41. 1 


63 


.6 


94.5 


27 


2.0 


43.1 


64 


1.0 


95.5 


28 


2.2 


45.3 


65 


.4 


95.8 


29 


2.3 


47.6 


66 


.7 


96.5 


30 


2.9 


50.5 


67 


.1 


96.6 


31 


1.1 


51.6 


68 


.6 


97.2 


32 


2.1 


53.7 


70 


.6 


97.9 


33 


1.1 


54.8 


71 


.2 


98.1 


34 


1.7 


56.5 


72 


.6 


98.7 


35 


2.1 


58.6 


75 


.4 


99.1 


36 


1.6 


bO.2 


76 


.3 


99.4 








77 


.5 


99.9 








86 


.1 


100.0 
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TABLE 5 



DISTRIBUTION OF VIEWING BY AGE OF VIEWER BY AGE GROUPS 





Frequency and Percentage of Total 


Children 


(5,814) 22,17o 


Teens 


itkkkkk k'kk'k'k'kk'kk k A 
(2,353) 8,9% 


18 thru 34 


ic'k'kiek'k'ki('k'k'k'kk'kkk'k'^*^*^'f^'^^ 
(6,340) 24,1% 


35 thru 49 


(5,341) 20.3% 


50 thru 65 


A A A A A A A-A A A'A A A A A k k'k'k'kkic'kirk'k'kic'kit kicic'k'k'k'k-k 
(5,002) 19,0% 


Over 65 


(1,101) 4.2% 


Not given 


** 

( 385) 1.5% 



Total; 26,336 valid observations. 
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formation, Drama, Adventure, Situation Comedy, Music-Talk and Children's 
were clustered between 10 and 12.6 percent of the total. The distribution 
of viewing by program types is presented in Table 6. 

The Bower study provides percentages useful for rough comparison. ^ 
The viewing of the five MLnneapolis-St. Paul VHF stations (3 commercial 
network affiliates, 1 PBS affiliate, 1 independent) was reported from 5 p.m. 
till sign-off for one week during November 1970 using program categories 
somewhat similar to those used in the Columbus study. The results of the 
Bower study, expressed in percentage of total amomt of television watched 
were: Comedy-variety, 26%i Movies, 20^} llews-Information-Public Affairs, 
17^; Action, I6^j Light music, lO^j Sports, 9%i Light drama, 256; Heavy drama, 
0%f Religious, 0^; Heavy music, 0^. 

Station chamnel usage by Columbus cable viewers was distributed 
broadly on predominantly three stations; WISH, WRTV, and WTTV. VJLWI, WHAS, 
and WAVE each received over seven percent of the total viewing. WGN which 
was introduced to the cable system on January 1, 1974-, received 4,. 4, percent 
of the total viewing. UTIU, the Bloomington PBS affiliate, received 3-2 
percent. The Video access Center received 0.2 percent. Distribution of 
the total viewing by channel is presented in Table 7. 

Because Columbus has no local station and is located between In- 
dianapolis and Louisville, viewer loyalties are not concentrated on one 
station affiliated with each network. Columbus cableviewers spread their 
television viewing more evenly across available channels than is evident 
in studies of cable viewers in other markets. On a national basis, for 
both broadcast and cable viewers, viewing is generally concentrated within 
a few percentage points on the three local network-affiliated stations. 
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TABLE 6 

DISTRIBUTION OP VIEWING BY PROGRAM TYPE 



Program Type 


Frequency and Percentage of Tot^l 


News -InformaMon 


A! A* A A A k k'Ak'k A A* A'A-A * A** A'^^fc ifc A A*'A;* 

(3,320) 12.6% 


Game Shows 


( 857) 3.3% 


Drama 


A * A A A A A A********* jHfAnWf*** 
(2,973) 11.3% 


Adventure 


Meieit* A A A A A A A A A A A A A A * * A * A 'A-A *• 
(2,809) 10.7% 




AAA*A!A'*"AAA"AAAAAA*AAAAA-AA**'***** 
(3,161) 12.0% 


Movies 


***A"A»*****AA"********-A**A-A-A"A**AAAA 

(5,324) 20.2% 


Sports 


A A A A A A A A A* A A A A-A'*** 

(1,895) 7.2% 


Mus Ic-Talk-Var iety 


A'*-A*A"AAA*A*tllrAA-A"**A-***A"AA'****-** 

(3,083) 11.7% 


Children's 


A*AAAAA*A-A*-A"A-**A"AAA-A"AAAA'*"A- 

(2,657) 10.1% 


Other 


( 257) 1.0% 



Total: Valid observations 26,336. 



ERIC 



2-18 



« 

TABLE 7 



DISTRIBUTION OF VIEWING BY CABLE CHANNEL NUMBER 



Station and 
Channel No. 


FrBcjusncy ana rerccnuuge o* xuuai 


Wl'TV 


2 


w w 'A 'A K A'* A 'A' h K w * n *' r« Ai A"a a w n a 'A a a n nn 




(4,009) 15.27. 


WAVE 




(1,915) 7.37. 


VIDEO ACCESS 
CENTER 5 


* 

( 46) 0.27. 


WRTV 


6 






(5,192) 19.77. 


WISH 


8 


jfcAAAAiW^**A**AA*A'AAAAAAAAAAAAAA"A»A** A AA A A A A A A A A A *«« 






WGN 


9 


AAA'A'A'*** 

(1,162) UA7o 


WLKY 


10 


(1,399) 5.3% 


WHAS 


11 


A A A A A le A'A A A"A A"ltf.*» 
(2,224) 8.4% 


WTIU 


12 


n IV A A A A 

( 838) 3.27. 


WLWI 


13 


**AAAAAAAAA**AAA***A** 




(3,059) 11.67. 


Not given 


* 

( 102) 0.47. 



Total: Valid observations 26,324. 
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Other stations available share about only 10 percent of the total axidience. 

The market of Willces-Barre, Pennsylvania, though larger thdn Co- 
lumbus may serve as a comparison. Cable subscribers receive 13 channels 
which include iii$?orted stations from New York City and Philadelphia. The 
three nearest network affiliates received 34 percent of all viewing sur- 
veyed. The remaining 16 percent was divided among 10 stations cabled from 
off-the-air signals and one cable-origination channel. Of these, only five 
channels received over one percent of total viewing each. 4 

The Video Access Center Audience 

The audience of the Video Access Center programming during the survey 
week can be analyzed by cross tabulation of the station variable with other 
measures. Because the total number of instances of reported viewing on 
Channel 5 is low, however, distributions are strongly affected by few view- 
ing instances; and these may not support generalization. 

The distribution of Channel 5 use by day of the week shows no valid 
observations of VAC viewing on Saturday or Sunday. Viewing is heaviest on 
Wednesday, February 13th. About 25 percent of all VAC viewing during the 
s\xrvey week occurred on this day, with the remainder distributed fairly 
evenly across the other four weekdays. 

As a basis for comparison. Table 8 presents the distribution of sta- 
tion use by day for WISH, the most popular station in the Colmbus market; 
and WTIU, the station in the market most likely to offer a clear alternative 
to network programming. 
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TABLE 8 

DISTRIBUTION OF STATION USE BY DAY OF WEEK 
EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VIEWING FOR EACH STATION 





Sunday 


Monday 


Tuesday 


Wednesday 


Thursday 


Friday 


Saturday 


WTIU 


8.6 


20.3 


14.9 


18.4 


15.0 


22.2 • 


0.6 


WISH 


13.1 


11.4 


11.1 


13.0 


15.6 


15.8 


20.1 



Table 9 presents the distribution of Channel 5 use by time periods 
of the day. Again, comparable distributions for WISH and VJTIO are presented 

to provide some basis of comparison. 

TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF STATION USE BY TIME OF DAY 
EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VIEWING FOR EACH STATION 





Ifcming 


Noon 


Afternoon 


Evening 


Night 


Late Ni^t 


VAC 


3.6 


5.4 


1.8 


23.2 


42.9 


23.2 


WTIU 


43.9 


0.1 


15.9 


19.7 


13.9 


1.6 


WISH 


5.3 


7.0 


10.3 


13.2 


58.2 


6.1 



Similar breakdowns of station use by age groups, sex and program 
type are presented. Table 10 presents the distribution of VAC viewing by 
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age groups. Ovor 46 percent of VAC viewing is by persons 50 years of age 
and above. No other channel on the cable received over 28 percent of its 
total viewing by this age group. Adults between the ages of 18 and 49 
account for 44 percent of VAC viewing. 

TABLE 10 

DISTRIBUTION OF STATION USE BY AGE IN GROUPS 
EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VIEWING FOR EACH STATION 





Children 


Teens 


18 - 34 


35 - 49 


50 - 65 


Over 65 


Not given 


VAC 


7.1 


1.8 


23.2 


21.4 


44.6 


1.8 


O.C 


WTIU 


73.9 


2.7 


9.2 


7.0 


4.2 


3.0 


0.0 


WISH 


15.0 


8.3 


23.3 


24.4 


21.0 


5.8 


2.1 



Table 11 presents the distribution of VAC viewing by sex of the 
viewer. Of all viewing on Channel 5, 64 percent was by women. The divi- 
sions for all viewing on all stations is 55 percent by women and 44 percent 
by men. 

TABLE 11 

DISTRIBUTION OF STATION USE BY SEX 
EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VIEITING FOR EACH STATION 
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Female 


Not given 


VAC 


35.7 


64.3 


0.0 


WTIU 


43.0 


56.9 


0.1 


WISH 


40.3 


58.6 


1.1 
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Though much of Channel 5's progremmlng was classified in the "Other" 
category, distribution of station use by program type is presented in 
Table 12. Besides WISH and WTIU, the strong independent station, WTTV, 
is included. 

TABLE 12 

DISTRIBUTION OP STATION USE BY PROGRAM TYPE 
EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VIEWING FOR' EACH STATION 



Station 


News 


Game 


Drama 


Adven- 
ture 


Situ- 
ation 

Comedy Mavies 


Sports 


Masic 


Chil- 
drens 


Other 


VAC 


12.5 


0.0 


1.8 


0.0 


3.6 


0.0 


1.8 


1.8 


0.0 


78.6 


WTIU 


8.6 


0.2 




0.5 


0.1 


1.1 


0.1 


2.U 




6.8 


WISH 


16.6 


2.4. 


18.1 


11.5 


13.2 


20. U 




9.0 


3.3 


0.2 


WTTV 


2.2 


2.1 


5.7 


1.2 


26.8 


24.. 6 


8.9 


6.7 


21.8 


0.1 



From the 200 homes in the diary sample, 11 reported viewing some 
Channel 5 programming. One of these is an invalid observation, however, 
since it reports viewing a one-hour gospel show on Channel 5 at a time when 
Channel 5 was dark. This instance remains in the data base, however, 
because of the policy of this study to take all diary entries at face value. 
Tvjenty viewers of the 6i^3 within the diary sample reported viewing Channel 
5 during the survey week. Seven of these are male, 13 female. This dif- 
ference by sex is much greater than that of the overall sample made up of 
seven percent more females than males. 



Table 13 presents further data concerning all instances of ChaiTnel 
5 viewing reported. Columns A and B indicate age and sex of the viewer. 
Column C indicates whether the viewer is the head of the household j column 
D indicates the nmber of persons in the household of the viewer. 

Column E indicates the total number of ^-hoTir units of television 
the viewer watched diiring the STirvey week. Column F indicates whether the 
viewer watched the Channel 5 program alone or as part of a group. 

Remaining columns deal with the program viewed. Column G, H and I 
indicate the day, time and title of the show watched. Column J indicates 
the length of the time Channel 5 was viewed. Column K provides a flow in- 
dicator, specifying what channel, if any, the viewer watched before and 
sifter switching to the Channel 5 program. 

Twenty instances of Channel 5 viewing were by a 50-year-old woman 
who is a member of the third household in the table. The large percentage 
of all VAC programming reported by this woman accounts for the skewing of 
VAC viewing distribution by age and sex. She is also the only respondent 
who reported requesting a tape to be played on Channel 5* Excluding the 
viewing of this person and the viewing invalidly reported by the eleventh 
household in the table, viewing of VAC programs was predominantly by young 
adults watching in small groups during the evening. 

The VAC users appear to be rather high television consumers. View- 
ing totals by VAC viewers ranges between 12 and 76 hours of television a 
week with an average of 32.9 hours a week. They also appear to be selective 
viewers, usually turning to VAC for one show, then turning to another chan- 
nel. Two children and one teen-ager were reported among VAC viewers c 
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Channel ^ Viewers Not Included in Diary Sample 

The low percentage of all viewing attributed to Channel 5 prompted 
the researchers to go beyond the selected Bample to learn more about the 
viewing habits of Channel 5 users. Careful review of all entries in the 
106 returned diaries which were randomly eliminated from the diary sample 
revealed an even smaller proportion of VAC use. In the 106 diaries not in 
the sample, only seven instances of viewing involving five people of two 
different households were reported. These are reported in Table 14. in the 
same format as those instances of viewing within the sample. 

Though the combination of the two groups represent all viewing by 
all members of all families who returned the viewing diary, all tabulated 
frequencies and percentages refer to the diary sample group only. 
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Footnotes 



Hays^ William L., Statistics , New York: Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, Inc., 1963. 

Bower, Robert T. , Television and the Public. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and V/inston, Inc., 1973. 

Bower, 0£. cit., p. 131. 

Agostino, Donald E. , A Comparison of Television Consumer Behavior 
Between Broadcast and Gablevi ewers . Unpublished Dissertation. 
Ohio University, 1974-. 
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Interviewers were selected and trained • Nine (seven female) Inter- 
viewers were employed with the bulk of the Interviewing done by three 
people. The Interviews were conducted In the respondents' home with any 
member of the household over twelve who answered the door. If no one 
answered the door of the household selected, the Interviewer had a list of 
nearby residents to utilize as alternates. The Interviewers Identified 
themselves as research assistants from the Institute for Communication 
Research at Indiana University. Each had a badge with their name on it 
and the Institute's logo. The Intervlew.'i were conducted during daylight 
hours on three days--Saturday, Monday and Wednesday, February 16th, 18th, 
and 20 th. 

Results 

General Considerations . One hundred fifty interviews were conducted — 
74 in homes which subscribed to Columbus Cablevlsion. Three of the inter- 
views were with Blacks--comparable to the distribution of Blacks in 
Columbus according to the 1970 census. About two- thirds of the inter- 
viewees were female. Of the 134 persons willing to give Income for the 
household: 14 earned below $3,000 a year; 14 earned $3,001 to $7,000; 
32 earned $7,001 to $11,000; 24 earned $11,001 to $15,000; 23 earned 
$15,001 to $19,000; and 27 earned more than $19,000. 

The persons interviewed represented a number of various occupations: 
23 were professionals (e.g., doctors, lawyers, engineers, teachers); 20 
were professional/self -employed (e.g., managers, company owners); 73 were 
laborers (including, for example, sales people and clerical workers); two 
were civil servants; 23 were retired; and 10 gave occupations which did not 
clearly fit these categories. 
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The average age of the persons interviewed was 42.4--the youngest 
was 13; the oldest was 89, Tt^enty^two were 24 or under; 39 were 25-34 
years old; 41 were 35 to 49 years old; 23 were 49 to 65; and 25 were 65 
or more years old • 

Race, income, age or sex had no systematic effect on the results of 
the questionnaire. 

The people interviewed who were cable subscribers had been on the 
cable for a considerable length of time : 77 percent for one year or more. 
Because over two-thirds of the respondents have been on cable for more 
than one year, they should have been knowledgeable about cable service in 
Columbus and have had ample time to learn of the Video Access Center. 

Similarly, most of the people interviewed had lived in Columbus for 
a substantial length of time — 76 percent for at least five years and 89 
percent for as long as the Video Access Center has been in existence. 
Again, the persons interviewed should have been familiar with Columbus and 
knowledgeable of Columbus* needs and wants. 

More Specific Find ings . Initially multiple regression analyses were 
conducted to determine which Items on the questionnaire were correlated. 
Factor analyses were then conducted to determine further patterns of rela- 
tionship. Because of the need to discuss results of each question, however, 
erch question was cross- tabulated with other relevant questions and chi 
square computations were made. It is the results of those analyses which 
will make up the bulk of this report.* 

^The multiple regression and factor analyses indicated several areas 
in which further research might be appropriate. 

It appears, for example, that three groups of cable subscribers could 
be identified from the questionnaire: those who got on the cable for better 
reception, more channels, no bother with the antenna, local sports and news 
and those satisfied with the cable; those who got on the cable because of 
WGN, WTIU or VAC; and those who were really '*in" to the Video Access Center. 
An interesting, and perhaps alarming, pattern which also emerged was that 
the people who had strong convictions about using elevision to relate, com- 
municate and so on were not people who were using the Video Access Center. 
Instead, the users (viewers and participators) at the VAC tended to not be 
strongly opinionated on television's ability fco help a community. (Continued 
on next page.) 
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The first question on the questionnaire was simply designed to get 
respondent cooperation and the results were not Intended for use and, 
hence, were not analyzed. Most of those interviewed (92*2 percent) obtain 
their information about television programnlng from one of these sources: 
TV Guide magazine (47 mentions); the daily newspapers (36 mentions); or the 
newspaper supplement (83 mentions). This was true of the cable as well 
as the noncable households. 

There was some tendency for the cable subscriber to rely more on 
newspaper supplements, probably because TV Guide and the daily newspapers 
do not/cannot discriminate between different channel designations for 
various cable systems; this tendency was not statistically significant. 

As for those who have watched Video Access Center programming, the 
majority, 57.8 percent, rely on newspapers for their information; others 
happen on to it while changing channels (26.7 percent) or get information 
from friends (20 percent). Very few rely on announcements over VAC or the 
radio station for program information. 

Ox the people who subscribe to cable, 68.9 percent are satisfied ur 
very satisfied with the quality of the picture they receive oh the cable. 
Over 20 percent, however, were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the 
quality of the picture received. 

Cable subscribers were given seven cards and were told that the 
statements on each card were reasons people normally subscribe to cable 
television. A list of the actual statements is appended as Attachment 2. 
The respondent was asked to rank order the cards, omitting any which were 

Findings in the exploratory multiple regression analyses, indicate 
that people who watched VAC programming were deterred from watching because 
of the technical quality of the picture. Those who thought the sound 
quality good, the general education value high and the creativity hig^ 
Q tended to be heavier users. 

ERIC 
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thought to be Irrelevant to him. After he had ranked the cards, he was 
asked If there were other reasons he had subscribed. From the reasons 
given, Table 1 was prepared. 

TABLE 1 

REASONS FOR SUBSCRIBING TO CABLE>-RANK ORDERED FROM THE 
REASON MOST OFTEN CITED TO THE REASON LEAST OFTEN CITED 
WITH THE FREQUENCY OF MENTION INDICATED 



Frequency 





Most 
Important 
(1) (2) 


(3) 


(^) 


<5) 


Least 
Important 
(6) (7) 


No 
Response 


1) More channels 


23 


22 


11 


8 


1 


0 


2 


7 


2) Better reception 


15 


17 


10 


5 


7 


4 


2 


14 


3) More noncommercial 


















stations (e.g., WIIU) 


17 


7 


5 


9 


4 


4 


5 


23 


4) Antenna bother 


8 


5 


7 


5 


7 


8 


10 


24 


5) Local programs 










10 


11 




21 


(sports and news) 


4 


9 


14 


4 


1 


6) More coimnsrclal 
stations (e.g., WGN) 


1 


4 


9 


9 


8 


6 


9 


28 


7) Video Access Center 


2 


4 


7 


9 


8 


7 


7 


30 



The fact that a noncommercial additional station, such as WTIU, was 
ranked higher as a reason for subscribing than an additional commercial 
station deserves some comments. Columbus Is an unusal city with more 
stated and actual interest in cultural events than comparable-sized com* 
munities* Therefore, It is conceivable that the availability of an 
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educational (public) station on the cable has some attractiveness to 
potential subscribers. This is not the case nationally; most research 
indicates that availability of an educational channel on cable does not 
affect cable penetration^*<*'but It appears that it had had some affect on 
cable penetration (subscribers) in Columbus. 

The explanation as to why an additional commercial channel, such as 
WGN, was ranked low as a reason for subscribing would appear to be because 
WGN has only recently been added to the cable system (January 1, 1974) and 
most subscribers we interviewed were on the cable long before thac. Hence, 
WGN was not one of their reasons for subscribing. The addition of an inde- 
pendent commercial station usually does affect penetration. 

It is also clear that the Video Access Center programming Is not 
often cited as a principle reason for subscribing. In fact only two people 
(2.7 percent) thought It to be the most important reason for subscribing. 

Other reasons for subscribing mentioned were: 

• It was in when we moved in and we like it (2) 
.Just for Sesame Street (2) 

.Wife likes it (2) 
. .Comes with apartment (2) 
•Successful experience before 
•To get Louisville stations 
•Gift 

•Son pays the bill 

•Not as much local interference 

The respondents who were not on cable w.<ire asked if the]^ had ever 

subscribed to Columbus Cablevision or any other system and, if so, why they 

were not now subscribing^ Thirteen people Indicated they had subscribed 

but did not now; the explanations given were as follows: 

•Didn't seem worth the money (9) 

• Get what we want already (4) 
•Don't watch enough TV 

.Cost too much and heard reception wasn't good 
•Not interested 
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•Not satisfied with cable company 

•Because I'm cable company general manager 

•Haven't had It connected due to scheduling problems 

•Not hooked up when we moved In 

•Wasn't reliable 

•We tried It on a trial basis but It was too expensive 
•Parents think It cost more, more repairs too difficult 
•Goes off too long 

•Moved and didn't have It reinstalled 
Attitudes Toward Television In General , The Interviewees were asked 
to state their attitudes about several statements concerning television In 
general. Each respondent was given a card on which there were seven options 
from Very Strongly Disagree to Very Strongly Agree. A percentage breakout 
and the means (1 « very strongly disagree; 7 » very strongly agree) of the 
statements on which measurable differences existed follows. The Investi- 
gators ran an analysis comparing cable subscribers with nonsubscrlbers 
across each of the statements. On several of the statements, there was a 
statistically significant difference between the cable and noncable house- 
holds. 

Cn the statement, that Columbus should have a local station of its 
own, there was considerable Interaction and the subscribers tended to vary 
from one extreme to the other. Overall, subscribers were significantly 
more favorable toward the idea than the nonsubscrlbers. 

On the statement that it is possible to get a program on television 
which you produced on your own, there was uniform disagreement between 
cable and noncable households*-- the cable subscribers tended to believe 
that it was possible, while the noncable people felt that it was not^^and 
the difference was significant. 

On several other statements cable and noncable groups differed but 
not significantly • Cable subscribers tended to believe that someone should 
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provide training In television production; and disagreed that local pro- 
grams are bad for the coininunlty»*aIroost significantly more so than people 
who did not subscribe to cable. 

On the other statements about television in general the differences 
between cable and noncable households were either lost in interaction or 
not significant • However, a discussion of the overall patterns on some of 
the questions (percentage breakdowns and means) might be useful. 

Seventy-eight percent of the people disagreed (5,37o had no oplnlcn) 
that television should only be used for entertainment (x ° 2«97 on a scale 
of 1 to 7). More than 73 percent disagreed (4.7 percent had no opinion) 
that television cannot be used to help solve community problems (x = 3.29) • 
Seventy-two percent agreed (2.7%".had no opinion) that all people should have 
the opportunity to express their views on television (x = 4,55) . Fifty-two 
percent agreed (26.7 percent had no opinion) that television production 
training should be provided by someone in the community (x » 4 •34). Seventy- 
eight percent disagreed (8 percent had no opinion) that television should 
not attempt to teach useful skills (x » 3.07) • Eighty-two percent dis- 
agreed (11.3 percent had no opinion) with the statement that local tele- 
vision programs are bad for the community (x = 2«89)« More than 84 percent 
agreed (8 percent had no opinion) that television can help groups relate 
to each other (x » 4.95). 

Attitudes Toward Public Access to Television . The next area of the 
questionnaire dealt with the concept of public access to television. Sub- 
jects were asked if they were familiar with the term. Only 51 of the 150 
respondents were famlllar--74.5 percent of those were on cable. A 
survey conducted In New York City reveals that only 30 percent of the system 
subscribers there stated that they knew what public access was.^ 
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Several statements about public access to television were then read 
to the Interviewee and using the sane classification as the earlier state- 
ments (very strongly disagree to very strongly agree), the respondent 
rated each statement on a scale from one to seven. 

There were no significant differences on any of the public access 
statements between subscribers and nonsubscribers • There were some general 
positions (of both groups) which deserve mentioning. 

Sixty-six percent agreed (15.3 percent had no opinion) that people in 
Columbus need public access to television (x = 4.42). More than 64 percent 
disagreed (12 percent had no opinion) that public access shouLi be re- 
stricted to informational programs (x = 3.51). Seventy-one percent agreed 
(9.3 percent had no opinion) that public access prograimning should be as 
high in quality as other shows on television (x = 4.65). Sixty-six percent 
disagreed (13.3 percent had no opinion) that public access would not in- 
crease awareness of problems in Columbus (x - 3.29). Nearly 72 percent 
agreed (12.7 percent had no opinion) that public discussion on television 
could help solve Columbus' problems (x = 4.67). 

Attitudes Toward Video Access Center . The next segment of the 
questionnaire dealt with knowledge of and opinions about the Video Access 
Center. Interviewees were asked if they were familiar with Channel 5 on 
the Columbus cable system--56.7 percent said they were. More than 80 per- 
cent of the cable subscribers interviewed were familiar with Channel 5; 
only one- third of the noncable Interviewees were familiar with Channel 5. 

Each respondent was then asked which of five organizations originated 
the Channel 5 programming- -only 41 of the 150 interviewed were correct 
(28 percent) and nearly all of those were cable subscribers. Sixty-eight 
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people (45 percent) simply didn't know and 29 people (nearly 20 percent) 
thought the cable company originated the programming. 

Only 30 percent of those Interviewed were familiar with the Video 
Access Center (the discrepancy between this and the number familiar with 
Channel 5 Is probably best explained by the fact that VAC has become known 
more as Channel 5 than as VAC-- an event which Is unfortunate » especially 
now that VAC has switched to Channel 7). 

Forty-five people stated that they had watched a program on Channel 5 
(30 percent of all Interviewees). That Is similar to the percentage of 
viewers of the New York City public access program.*^ The respondents who 
had watched a program on Channel 5 were then asked a battery of other 
questions. 

When questioned about the regularity of viewing, seven said they 
watched three or more programs a week; 14 watched one or two programs a 
week; seven matched one program every other week; six watched one program 
a month; and 10 watched less than one program a month. The reader is en- 
couraged to look carefully at Chapter 2 of this report which accurately 
depicts actual viewing behavior in cable homes on a given week. 

More than 92 percent of those who had watched a Channel 5 program 
believed the quality of the programs were the same or improved (x » 4.54) 
over what they had been. One- third of those who watched had participated 
in the planning or production of a television program for Channel 5: their 
likelihood of participating in the future gave no predictive pattern for 
analys is • 

One should point out that the New \ork report gives no indication 
as to how the size of the audience was determined and» as such» their 
figures leave much room for speculation and doubt. 
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When asked to name programs they remembered as particularly good, 

the following were mentioned: 

Kaleidscope (4) 

Physical Exercises (2) 

Phil Breskitt Shows (2) 

Belly Dancer program (2) 

Concerts (2) 

Gymnastic meets 

Local sports events 

Children on a park obstacle course 

niocussion of X-rated movies 

W. C. Fields films 

Discussion of porno with call-in opportunities 
Participation programs 
Chef Gregory 
Discussion of a bill 

6th grade moderator with school board member 
Feedback 

Camera on top of the courthouse 

School Board discussion 

Petersville School Program 

Senior Citizens Center and dinner 

Sewage treatment plant 

Health facilities program 

Group of actors and singers 

Free Street concert 

Discussion 

Let's grow organic 

Story hour for small children 

Cooking program 

Talk show 

Debuteens from High School Singing 

Ministers talk session on world problems 

Request night 

Interviews at the Mall 

Police Station 

GFO Climbs 

Midnight Machine 

Meals on Wheels program 

Susan Showalter Brubeck and husband 

When asked what other services besides programming are provided by 

Channel 5. the following were mentioned: 

Talks by people 
Public discussion shows 
Interviews of local citizens 
School Board meetings (2) 
Community information 

Information and^video taping of school programs 
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Request show (2) 

Audio coverage o£ Sports events (2) 

Community announcements (2) 

Take out cameras and do it yourself (3) 

Tells time and weather (3) 

Delayed ball games 

Keeps you aware of local talents and what^s going on (2) 
Help with hospital TV program 
Library use 

Video tape programs free 
Pictures of aocial groups 

Will go out almost anywhere to tape item of interest 
Impressed by their helping groups to make a program 

of their Interests to use within the group as 

well as over TV 
Replay show at home with their equipment 
Tapes checked out for home or group use 
About town shows 
Flays music 

When asked who pays for the programs on Channel 5» fifteen people 
said the Irwin-Sweeney-Hiller Foundation^ four said the people who put on 
the program^ and three each said the cable company and the Video Access 
Center. Other answers given were: public solicitation; advertising; the 
Independent man who started it; the taxpayer; citizens of Columbus; and 
private funds. 

When queried as to the cost of a typical half -hour Channel 5 program^ 

estimates ranged from $10 to $4^000. Most simply had no idea; those who 

ventured a guess stated the following: 

$3,000 to 4,000 

$1,000 to 1,500 

$1,000 (2) 

$ 500 

$ 200 (2) 

$ 150 

$ 100 (2) 

$ 50 to 100 

$ 10 (2) 

Viewers of Channel 5 programs tended to think that those watching 



were in the 25-39 age bracket; while those producing the programs were in 
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the 18*24 age bracket. Years of schooling for watching and producing 
of the programs were believed to be 13-16 years (i.e., those with some 
college)* 

The viewers were then given another card with seven categories from 
terrible (1) to excellent (7). A number of statements concerning Channel 5 
programming were then read and the viewers expressed their attitudes towards 
each of the statements. 

Sixty- eight percent of the viewers thought the quality of the picture 
was poor to terrible (23 percent thought It to be average) (x = 3.02). An 
earlier study of the Video Access Center Indicated that 69 percent of the 
viewers felt their "reception" was fair or poor and 72 percent rated 
Channel 5 programs fair or poor.^ Those results, however, were from volun* 
teered returns of questionnaires mailed to all cable subscribers In Columbus 
by the Video Access Center. 

The quality of the sound was rated as average (x » 3.90). Fifty per- 
cent judged the creativity to be good to very good (30 percent judged it to 
be average) (x « 4.37). Eighty-one percent judged the general educational 
value to the community of the programming to be average to very good 
(x = 4.34). More than 72 percent of the viewers thought the chances of 
Channel 5 programming to build awareness of community problems to be 
average to excellent (x °= 4.32). 

Nearly 63 percent thought the general usefulness to the community to 
be good to excellent (x =» 4.63). Nearly 73 percent judged the usefulness 
to them personally of Channel 5 programs to be average to terrible (x 
3.63). These last two results, which on the surface appear to be contr* 
dictory, are net. unusual findings:, Cdvy Steiner found that people think 
television programming (especially cultural television) is a good thing but 
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only for the "other guy." The viewers did feel, however, that the 
potential usefulness to them personally of the Channel 5 resources was 
good to excellent (65.11 percent of the viewers; x = 4.95). 

Further Analyses , Several subsequent analyses were run comparing 
various aspects of the questionnaire • Nearly eighty* two percent of the 
people that said they were familiar with the Video Access Center are 
people who have watched a program on Channel 5. As to which term the 
people are most familiar with (Video Access Center or Channel 5), 38.7 
percent are not familiar with either term; 28 percent are not familiar 
with the Video Access Center but are familiar with Channel 5; 28 percent 
are familiar with both terms. 

The people familiar with Channel 5 differed significantly from those 
not familiar on only one statement** it is possible to get a program you 
produced on television. People familiar with Channel 5 agreed; those un- 
familiar disagreed. 

Because there was some feeling that people in the community who were 
more problem conscious and organizational*prone may have a higher regard 
for public access than those who were not, questions were asked about the 
problems in the community and the organizations in which people took an 
active part. The problems cited were categorized into one of the following 
areas with the frequency breakdowns and examples in parentheses: specific 
social/economic problems (38) (e.g., poor streets, housing); general prob- 
lems (14) (e.g., energy; taxes); luxury wants (15) (e.g., tennis courts; 
better restaurants); youth oriented (21) (recreation and entertainment); 
no problems or don't know (49); more than one of the above (6); and other 
(7). 
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The people were then asked whether they belonged to any organization 
and in which did they take an active part. Slightly more than 56 percent 
belonged to an organization. For purposes of analysis, the organizations 
were categorized as the following (frequency of mention in parentheses): 
primarily religious (23); primarily social, fraternal or professional (31); 
primarily civic (3); primarily artistic, creative or historical (3); and 
more than one of the above (20). 

Analyses were then conducted to see if those who were more problem 
conscious (especially of social/economic problems to which reasonable 
solutions could be reached) and those more active (especially in the 
socially- conscious and cultural activities) were different from those not 
problem conscious. * 

There were no discernible relationships between problem conscious 
individuals and knowledge of or attitudes toward television, public access 
or the Video Access: Center. The civic, artistic and those who belonged 
to more than one organization (organizations which were mentioned mostly 
by the professional or professional/self-employed categories and which the 
researchers thought were organizations which were more community-oriented) 
have more awareness of the term public access, although not to a significant 
degree. They also show a slight tendency to be more knowledgeable of 
Channel 5, and the Video Access Center but, again, these results were not 
significant. 

Coupled with this, comomunity spirited groups knew who originated the 
programming (significantly so) and they tended to be among those who had 
watched Channel 5. These results have some degree of interest because the 
community spirited groups did not tend to be heavy cable subscribers (the 
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group mentioned earlier as most knowledgeable of Channel 5, VAC and public 
access )• 

People who belonged to organizations did tend to be more aware of 
Channel S. Sixty- two percent of the people who belong to organizations 
are familiar with channel 5; 48.4 percent of the people who do not belong 
to organizations are familiar with Channel S--a difference which is 
promising but not statistically significant* 

Other comparisons were made as well. An analysis comparing inter- 
viewees position on quality of the picture received on cable with knowledge 
of and attitude toward the Video Access Center was conducted • The people 
who were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the quality of the cable 
picture felt the VAC picture was the same or had improved. Only one 
dissatisfied person (out of 22) stated that he felt the programs on 
Channel 5 were much worse--all others thought they were the same or im* 
proved. No other relationship was apparent. 

No other major analyses were conducted. All further minor analyses 
of the questionnaire answers were not significant, meaningless or both. 
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SUMMARY 



This research was undertaken In order to provide Information from 
which others could evaluate the success and potential of the Columbus 
Video Access Center. As Input for such decisions » the researchers did not 
feel the study should present conclusions beyond the data or offer recom- 
mendatlons. 

there are areas » however » In which conclusions can be made as summary 
to the descriptive and analytic results already reported. The first three 
conclusions are the results of such analysis; the last two are positions 
based on the data but are Inferred from previous research and study by the 
research team. 

1) The Columbus Video Access Center appears far and away 
superior in facilities^ equipment, staff, hours of operation 
and funding to any public access center in a comparable or 
larger market situation. This relative success is a credit 
to the people who have planned, funded, organized, promoted 
and operated the system. 

2) The audience of the Video Access Center is small and 
undifferentiated. There is no evidence of a small, loyal 
group of VAC viewers. There is no evidence of a particular 
aspect of VAC programming (such as time of cablecasting, 
type of show, format or promotion) which is responding to 

a clear audience need and so provides a basis of service 
on which to build. There is no evidence that the audience 
will grow as present programming develops in quality. 
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3) It appears that a venture such as VAC will never 
successfully counter mass appeal programming. Yet the 
Columbus adult audience shows little interest in alterna- 
tive programming such as offered by UTIU and VAC. WTIU's 
largest appeal appears to be children's progratmning. The 
most clearly defined adult audience need in Columbus is 
regular local news. Columbus viewers are higher than 
average consumers of news and information, yet no avail- 
able station offers news of local affairs and issues. 

4) VAC can most readily build an audience by select- 
ing a specific audience and one audience need (such as 
the unsatisfied interest in televised local news), and 
programming consistently, directly to this target. Once 
that particular audience is secure, then VAC could add 

to its total audience by continuing to serve the first 
group while mounting new programming and promotion to 
another target group. Granted, public access implies 
access to and by all publics; nonetheless, the shotgun 
approach to programming will not build an audience; and 
without a developing audience there eventually will be 
ho programming. 

5) Future success of the VAC will depend on com- 
munity support. To achieve this, VAC must promote it- 
self, identifying Itself as a useful, important aspect 
of the community which offers a variety of services and 
opportunities and is in Columbus to stay. One name for 
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the system* •whether pMbllc access, video access, Channel 7 
or whatever- -should be chosen and used In all promotional 
contact with the public. When viewers are aware of its 
service to the extent that they tune to VAC for particular 
information, entertainment or communications --and these 
expectations are satisfied— then an audience will form. 
At this point, when viewers consider VAC as a viable 
alternative to other television fare, community access 
will attract the kind of support, input and vitality 
needed for the next phase of development. 



^ 



Attachment 1 



Institute for Communication Research 

Indiana University 
Video Access Center Attitude Survey 



INTERVIEWER: DO NOT SHOW INTERVIEWEE THE QUESTIONNAIRE. ASK QUESTIONS AS 
STATED; THEY ARE IN LOWER CASE TYPE. YOUR INSTRUCTIONS ARE IN ALL CAPS. 



No. 



Hello, I'm from the Institute for Communication 

Research at Indiana University. We are studying the way people in Columbus 
use television. Your name was selected for the study. It will only take a few 
minutes and I have some interesting questions for you. Do you have a moment? 



1. What are your favorite television shows---- the ones you hate to miss? 
(NOTE TITLES) 
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Where do you generally get information about television programs — such as 
the time they are on and when special programs are coming? 
(MARK TiroSE MENTIONED) 

TV Guide 



Daily Newspaper (IF SO, ASK WHICH ONE) 

Newspaper TV Supplement 

Friends 



Station Promotion 

None 

Do you now subscribe to Columbus Cable Television? (DESCRIBE CABLE SERVICE, 

IF NECESSARY) 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
YES { NO 

(IF NO, GO TO 8) 



4. How long have you subscribed to cable? (MARK ONE) 
0 to 6 months 



7 to 12 months 

13 to 2^ months^ 
over 24 mouths 



Which category describes your satisfaction with the quality of the picture 
you receive on cable? (READ) 

Are you very satisfied 
satisfied 
indifferent 



dissatisfied 

or very dissatisfied 



6. These are reasons people usually give for subscribing to cable service. 
There Is one statement on each card. Please read them and put them In 
order according to the Importance for you. Put the most Important reason 
for being on the cable on top, the second under It, and so on. Only Include 
those reasons which apply to you . 

(GIVE CARD SET A. WAIT. WHEN CARDS ARE RETURNED, GO ON. NOTE VALUES HERE 
AT END OF INTERVIEW. GIVE TOP CARD 7, SECOND 6, ETC. THOSE EXCLUDED LEAVE 
BLANK. IF INTERVIEWEE HAS DIFFICULTY READING OR APPEARS CONFUSED, ASK IF 
YOU MAY READ STATEMENTS FOR HIM.) 

Card A Card C Card E Card G 

Card B Card D Card F 

7. Do you have any other reasons fci being on the cable? YES NO 

(IF YES) What are they? 



8. Have you ever subscribed to Columbus Cable Television or any other cable 
system? 

(CIRaE ONE) 
YES I NO 

!(IF NO, GO TO 10) 

9. Why do you not subscribe now? 



10. How long have you lived In Columbus? (MARK ONE) 
less than 6 months 



6 months to 2 years_ 

2 to 5 years 

5 to 12 years 

12 to 20 years 

over 20 years 



11. In your opinion, what are some of the major problems or needs of the 
Columbus area? (LIST BRIEFLY) 



12. Do you belong to any groups or organizations? YES I NO 

I (IF NO. GO TO 14) 

13. In which ones do you take an active part? (NOTE NAME OF GROUPS) 
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(GIVE CARD H) 

I'm going to make some statements about television and the community. Please 
indicate which category represents your response to the statement. 

14. All television programs should be designed only for entertainment. 

15. Columbus should have a local television station of its own. 

16. Television would be more enjoyable without advertising. 

17. It is possible to get a program on television which you produced on your 
own. 

18. Television programs cannot be used to help solve community problems. 

19. All people should have the opportunity to express their views on tele- 
vis ion . 

20. Television news rarely gives good coverage to community problems. 

21. Training in television production should be provided by someone in this 
community. 

22. Television programs should not attempt to teach useful skills. 

23. I think local television programs are bad for the community. 

24. Television can help groups within a community relate to each other. 

Good. Just a few more questions and we'll be done. 

25. Are you familiar with the notion of community or public access television? 
YES NO 

Community or public access is where anybody can put his own program on television. 
Public access television is usually less expensive than commercial television and 
the equipment is provided. Everyone has an equal opportunity to express his ideas. 
The Federal Government has encouraged cable television companies to provide public 
access service. 

Here are some statements about this public access to television. Using the same 
responses as before, please tell me which is your answer to these questions. 

26. People in Columbus need public access to television. 

27. Public access should be restricted to informational programs .^^^ 

28. Public access programs should be as high in quality as other shows on 
television. 

29. Public access to television would not increase awareness of problems in 
Columbus . 

30. Public discussion on television could help solve Columbus' problems . 
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31. Programs on publtc access television are likely to be more interesting than 
programs on commercial television, 



32 « Public money should not be used to help support public access programs. 
33* Are you familiar with Channel 5 on the Columbus cable system? 
YES NO 



34, Which one of the following organizations originates the programming on 
Channel 5? 

(READ) 

Columbus Public Schools 

Columbus Cablevision Co. 

Columbus City Government 

Columbus Video Access Center 

Irwin-Sweeney-Miller Foundation 

35. Are you familiar with the Columbus Video Access Center? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
YES NO 



36. Have you ever watched programs on Channel 5 carried by the Video Access 
Center? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
YES INO 

1 (IF NO, GO TO 57) 

37« Do you watch Channel 5 of the Video Access Channel regularly? 
(READ AND MARK) 

3 programs or more each week 

1-2 programs each week 

1 program every 2 weeks 

1 program a month^^ 

less than one program a month^ 

38. Do you think the programs on Video Access are generally improving? 
(READ AND HARK ONE) 

Very much improved 

Much improved 

Improved 
The sam e 

Worse 

Much worse 

Very much worse 
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39» Can you name a program on Channel 5 that you remember as particularly good? 

40, Have you ever participated in planning or producing a television program for 
Channel 5? 

YES NO 

41. Would you consider yourself likely to participate in a show on Channel 5 
in the future? 

(READ AND CIRCLE) 

Extremely Very Quite Quite Very Extremely 

Likely Likely Likely Neutral Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely 

42* How do you normally learn about programs carried on Channel 5? 

I) Daily newspaper 



2) Radio announcements 

3) Friends 

4) Announcements on Channel 5 

5) Happen on to it while switching channels^ 



43* Besides programming, what are some of the other services provided by 
Channel 5? 
(NOTE RESPONSES) 

a» Who do you think pays for programming on Channel 5? 

b. How much do you think a typical half-hour Channel 5 program 
costs? 

44. What age group do you think is most interested in watching the programs on 
Channel 5? 

(READ AND CIRCLE) 

Below 13 years 13-17 Years 18-24 Years 25-39 Years 40+ Years 

45. What age group do you think is mast interested in producing the Channel 5 
programs? 

(READ AND CIRCLE) 

Below 13 years 13-17 Years 18-24 Years 25-39 Years 40f Years 

46. What educational level do you think is most interested in watching Video 
Access Center programs on Channel 5? 

(READ AND CIRCLE) 

Completed Yesrs of School: 0-8 9-12 13-16 17+ 

47. What educational level do you think is most interested in producing Channel 5 
programs? 

(READ AND CIRCLE) 

O Completed Years of School: 0-8 9-12 13-16 17+ 

JRJC 
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Here are some more categories. Please Indicate which one suits your response 
to the programs you have seen on Channel 5 or the Video Access channel. 

(GIVE CARD J) 

48. From the programs you have watched, how would you judge the technical 
quality of the picture on Channel 5 programs? 

49. From the programs you have watched, how would you judge the technical 
quality of the sound on Channel 5 programs? 

50. From the programs you have watched, how would you judge the creativity 
generally shown on Channel 5 programs? 

51* How would you judge the general educational value of Channel 5 programs? 



52. How would you judge the ability of Channel 5 programs to build awareness 
of community problems? 

53. How would you judge the general usefulness to the community of Channel 5 
programs? 

54. How would you judge the current usefulness to you of Channel 5 programs? 



56* How would you judge the potential usefulness to you of the resources of 
Channel 5? 



57. That Is all the questions • Now we need to know a little about you, and 
then we're finished. 

What Is the occupation of the head of the household? 

58 • In what year were you born? 

(GIVE CARD K) 

Which group on this card corresponds to the household Income? 

59. SEX M F 

60. RACE W B OTHER 



Thank you for your cooperation. The results of this study will be released In 
April but, of course, we won't use your name. I hope you have found this inter- 
esting. Good-bye. 
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Reasons for Subscribing io Cable 



CARD A We subscribed to cable to get more 

educational television programs like 
WTIU from Bloomington, 



CARD B On cable we get much better reception. 



CARD C We subscribed to cable to get more commercial 
programs like those on VJGN from Chicago. 



CARD D With cable we avoid the expense and fuss 
of an antenna. 



CARD E V/e subscribed to ^ble to get more local 
programs like sports and news. 



CARD F On cable we get more channels. 

CARD G V/e subscribed to cable to get more local 
programs like those from the Video Access 
Center. 



